New Frontiers Preproposal Conference Questions and Answers

QUESTION: 1 believein the Discovery Program there's an opportunity for the Evaluation Board to
ask questions of the proposal team at some point, if they need clarifications. Will this aso be the
case in the New Frontiers Program?

DR. BOHLIN: That'san option, but it'srarely donein practice. No, it will not be the case. | tell
you, we've done that on afew rare occasions. It greatly complicates the process from our sidein
terms of how long the Evaluation Team hasto stay in session. The very careful process we have to
follow in notifying the Pl of a question, giving them time to respond. In other words, we don't do
thisinreal time. We haveto provideit in writing. The Pl has to be given a chance to formulate a
response and then respond. We're not planning to have oral discussions, and it's very rare that we
allow questions and answers. So what that really means is your proposals really have to speak for
themselves. They have to be completein and of themselves. Don't expect a dialogue with NASA.

QUESTION: Thisquestion is about preliminary examination. For both access and for the cost of,
for example, making thin sections or some kind of gray mounts to be studied by either microscope,
SEM, this applies probably both to lunar and comet sample returns. So is access and the cost at
JSC?

DR. ALLEN: Those are in excess of what was laid out here. If your sample return requires thin
sections or some other kind of handling to support PET, those are additional costs, and it's your
choice as to how those are done.

QUESTION: Wéll, doesit have to be done at JSC?

DR. ALLEN: Not for preliminary examination. I'm not laying that as a ground rule right now. We
can work that out. The discretion that the PIs have over their 25 percent of the sample is not well-
worked out at this point, and we're going to have to negotiate that. And, of course, it's different for
comets. We do currently run athin section operation at JSC. | can't guarantee whether or not that
will still be running at however many years from now this mission is going.

QUESTION: On thethird bullet down [Schafer presentation; Page entitled NASA Launch
Services] you say "dua compatible with both families of launch vehicles within the proposed
performance class." | don't believe that languageisinthe AO. Let me make sure | understand
the statement first. If you have like aDeltalV vehicle, and an AtlasV vehicle being put forward
in the same class, you're saying that the proposed investigation vehicle has got to be compatible
with both of those launch vehicles?

MR. SCHAFER: Yes, that'swhat we're saying. Within that proposed class, like an intermediate
class, the DeltalV and Atlas V as you suggested, for this example, let's say not the heavy class, but
the DdtalV, AtlasV, you should be compatible with both launch vehicles during this early phase,
and for purposes of thisAO. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document
#10, New Frontiers Launch Services Information Summary]



QUESTION: Okay. Maybe during the break you can show me the language in the AO that makes
the statement?

MR. SCHAFER: Okay. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10,
New Frontiers Launch Services Information Summary]

QUESTION: Because right now, the way it seems to be worded, you can go to any vehicle within
the AO and demonstrate your compatibility with that vehicle and you'refine. Am 1 just
misinterpreting the language of the AO?

MR. SCHAFER: Okay. | believeit'son thefirst page of the ELV portion of the AO, but I'll be glad
to show it to you. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New
Frontiers Launch Services I nformation Summary]

QUESTION: | wanted to follow-up on that question, and | have another one. 'Y our tables show
that the capability within a classis different as far as launch capability between aDeltalV and an
AtlasV, so are you insisting that your mission be compatible with the lowest launch capability
within that class?

MR. SCHAFER: I'm not sure | understand what you're asking, but if there --
QUESTION: An AtlasV can launch more than aDéeltalV within agiven class?
MR. SCHAFER: Right.

QUESTION: Areyou saying that you have to have alaunch mass that's compatible with both Delta
IV and an Atlas V?

MR. SCHAFER: Also, there'sthe DeltalV and AtlasV heavy option, aswell. So | guessthere
could be a situation where you would cut across two classes.

QUESTION: You show for dl versions of DeltalVsand Atlas Vs within a class, the same cost.
Can you speak to that?

MR. SCHAFER: For the purposes of this AO, those are the costs that we were asking you to adhere
to. And | believethat'sto aJune 09 launch. If you have a different time frame, the time will
dictate. Likeif you're running "010 or "08, that will change the profile dightly, but those costs are
applied to both DeltalV and Atlas V.

QUESTION: Would you anticipate at alater date that the true cost of the launch vehicle based on
the number of solids required would come into effect?

MR. SCHAFER: The cost of the launch service is dependent on many things, including the time
you're launching and the particular configuration. But again, for the purposes of this AO, we're
asking you not to try to discern the difference between a Delta |V and an Atlas V, say within the
intermediate class.



QUESTION: Is SeaLaunch excluded because it's considered non-U.S., or because there's no
launch services agreement between NASA and Sea Launch?

MR. SCHAFER: Itisconsidered anon-U.S. service. Again, we've shown in the AO the ones that
we are considering at this point.

QUESTION: | guess| have afollow-up question to an earlier question. Could you elaborate on
what the word "compatible’ means? It says "dua compatible”, but I'm still not understanding
exactly what that meansin the statement.

MR. SCHAFER: I'm just thinking how to say this here at the microphone. | might be ableto
address it better as a written question, what we consider compatible. My interpretation isthat you
could go on either launch vehicle, whether it's DeltalV or AtlasV, if you're considering amission
inthat class. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New
Frontiers Launch Services I nformation Summary]

QUESTION: So again, I'd like to follow-up on that because I'm alittle confused. Inthisthird bullet
from one of the previous questions [ Schafer Presentation, Page entitled NASA Launch Serviceg|,
you say that that's compatible within the proposed performance class. And then one of your
answers was that you could see that because they're not -- not all the vehiclesare equal, and an Atlas
V launch is more than a DeltalV, you might go to the DeltalV heavy, so now you've crossed
classes. So | don't understand how crossing classes is compatible with that, and then which cost are
you using? So | guessit's how do you dea with the fact that there are different performance levels
between the two families within the same class.

MR. SCHAFER: Because there's different performance levels for the launch vehicles, if you cross
-- to be dual compatible, if you're in a situation where it crosses classes because of your mass and
your performance requirements, you would need to show that you're compatible with, let's say for
example, aDdtalV heavy, and an AtlasV 51. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See
NFPL Document #10, New Frontiers Launch Services Information Summary]

QUESTION: Can you tak alittle bit more about the wording you want to see in these L etters of
Commitment? | know each AO seems to be getting more and more strict on this. And what I'm
really trying to get to is, basically NASA can say that whatever is selected through hereis an
approved program, because they till have to go to Congress every year for budgets for New
Frontiers. Now you're asking aforeign partner to commit to funding in FY 07 or 08 or something, to
provide hardware, and they have to go for it on ayearly basis. So what kind of words do you want
to see from the foreign, or in fact, it doesn't even have to be foreign. It can beaU.S. partner, or it
can be another office with NASA. | mean, | can't see Code Y coming out with aletter that says|
will provide funding.

MS. RAUSCH: Thishascomeup alot.

QUESTION: What kind of words do you want to see in aletter, and what kind of words does Mr.
Perry want to see when he evaluates this to say you're compliant?



MS. RAUSCH: Wewould liketo see afirmly committed letter along the lines of if selected by
NASA, weintend to fund the following instrument. Of course, we have an escape clausein al of
our agreements, so do they. And typicaly in the letter, they will say, of course, subject to the
availability of appropriated funds. We all know that. We adl live year-to-year, except for afew
exceptions that | know of on the international scene, based on our Parliament, our Congress. And
that's afact of life, but we will use our best efforts to have the funding available, if selected. And
NASA has been asked from time to time to provide those kinds of |etters, and we do that.
Typically, more and more the foreign partner, for example, with DLR with Germany, we have
found that they are doing in the most recent, | think it was SMEX AOQ, they are doing their own peer
review and deciding which instrument coming into the NASA process that they will support. And
that's the one that has the strongly worded endorsement letter, and four other lettersthat we got from
DLR for other instruments did not have those words. They said we must inform you that, in fact,
thisisnot our highest priority. If funded, we will try to seek the funding that isrequired to carry out
this project if you guys select it at NASA. But thisisnot our highest priority, so DLR isbeing very
explicit about what they're prepared to fund, and what they're not prepared to fund, because they
have aninitial triage process on their side of thefence. So wewould just like to see something other
than thank you for your interest, here's our letterhead, and we're not committed to anything. We
have been |eft at the altar a number of times by international partners, and it's been difficult for usto
work through the issues where we are counting on an international partner, and then they're not
there and we are. So we would rather have the commitment up front, than after Phase A, or after
Phase B, when the agreements are typically completed. Sometimes we have an LOA, a L etter of
Agreement, for the study phase, Active Concept Study, and then we lead to a higher level agency
commitment at the MOU where the administrator would sign with his foreign counterpart agency.

QUESTION: | have aquestion just about individuals, individual scientists, because it saysyou
don't fund research, but you do buy goods or services.

MS. RAUSCH: Right.

QUESTION: Andif we have aforeign scientist who's necessary for aparticular project, isit that he
has to get funding from hisinstitution, or can we do a subcontract through a U.S. university say, or
something like that?

MS. RAUSCH: | guess| don't understand. What would hisrole be? Would it be scientific
collaboration, or is he providing detectors, and providing --

QUESTION: No, no instruments. It's scientific expertise which is, to me, research too.

MS. RAUSCH: Yes, research. That should be on a no exchange of funds basis, and not a
subcontract.

QUESTION: So that's amuch harder thing to do for individuals.

MS. RAUSCH: Yes, itis. Itis. But that's what we're looking for. We're looking for significant
cooperation. We're not looking for peace parts. We're looking for an opportunity to have a



cooperative program, a handshake, we meet at the interface. Thisisthe classic way that NASA has
carried out its cooperation for about 40 years, and we'd liketo seeit continue, and not degradeinto a
messy environment where we're ssimply subcontracting back and forth between governments. That's
not NASA policy at thistime, and it hasn't been.

QUESTION: Right. | understand that. But thisis acase whereit'sasmall part of the overall
budget, obvioudly, where we're funding an individual with particular expertise. And even in that
case, even though you might want to seek government-to-government collaboration, thisis a case
where you could -- it's like buying their services, if you look at it that way.

MS. RAUSCH: Wel, wedon't look at it that way. That's the point, we don't look at it that way.

QUESTION: In the section on Sample Return Missions with foreign collaborators, there's a
designation about prorating the sample set and sending a portion of it to the non-U.S. collaborators.

MS. RAUSCH: | think it was no more than one-third.
QUESTION: Right.
MS. RAUSCH: It'sinthe AO, yes.

QUESTION: Doesyour office get into the details of how that is actually going to be done? Is that
within your bailiwick?

MS. RAUSCH: No. We would simply have that provision stated in the agreement, that not to
exceed one-third of atotal sample size. We don't get into the weeds. That's an implementation
detail worked out between the parties.

QUESTION: Maybe we could return to this launch vehicle category discussion. Well, the thing
that was confusing is that you have this intermediate category of DeltalV mediumsand AtlasVs.
One has a bigger payload, and some missions may fit into the smaller one. Another one cannot do
it, and will haveto go to the bigger onein that category. Then they're not satisfying that dual
compatibility, and it's kind of penalizing them for fitting in only one of the ones designated as akind
of intermediate capability. And, therefore, you'd have to also say well, we may need a heavier one,
and that's a big budget hit. So, | mean, it seemsto me to be inconsistent with the way the AO was
originally written; that you have a menu to choose from, and two of them cost the same, even
though one lifts more than the other.

MR. SCHAFER: That's agood question that you bring up. The launch vehicles aren't identical,
and there are differences between them. But theissueisthat at this early phase in the program,
especially at the early levels of the AO process, we don't want to eliminate one vehicle and go to
apoint solution. There's no guarantee that both these service providers are going to be out there
in "09. | don't have any particular insight, but that's along time from now. And to eliminate one
vehicle and go to a point solution to another vehicle when we'rein this early phase, isjust not
consistent with where we're going with the ELV Program. In addition, the requirements for your
launch are going to be competed between the two service providers. And to go to asingle point



solution at this phase is just not consistent with that. So | understand your question. 1t could be
where you've got one launch vehicle that is going to maybe lower cost, and the other launch
vehicle is going to be higher cost, but it jJumps you up into the larger performance class. But at
this early phase, you're just going to have to try to be compatible with both vehicles. [New

I nformation Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New Frontiers Launch
Services I nformation Summaryj]

QUESTION: My senseisthat the whole room is perplexed by your answer, so let metry a
guestion. Thiswould be a hypothetical. Suppose a proposal has a mission that fitson an Atlas V,
but it doesn't fit on the alegedly comparable DeltalV. Okay. So we're interpreting what you're
saying as a requirement that we would have to make that mission also compatible with aDeltalV
heavy, and we would have to book the cost for that in the proposal appropriately. Right? So the
real question that thisroom hasis, the cost hit that the proposal would have to swallow for the Delta
IV heavy compatibility that's required by this dual compatible requirement. Did | get that right? Is
that what everybody isworried about? So the question is, doesthe AO process require that we book
the cost for the heavier class of launch vehicle in order to maintain this dual compatibility
requirement?

MR. SCHAFER: Again, that's agood question. | can't tell you how to write your proposal, but to
be dua compatible, if you'rein that particular part of the performance where only an AtlasV 51 or a
DetalV heavy meet your requirements, then | would say you would want to book keep the cost of
the heavy requirement. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10,
New Frontiers Launch Services Information Summary]

QUESTION: | would like to suggest that later on in the afternoon maybe you could look at the very
first page of the launch vehicle appendix. The wordings are very specific. Your answer, in my
opinion, is different than what the wording says, so | think if there istime in the afternoon, you
could display that part, and discuss exactly whether you are following to the letter of what you've
written up.

MR. SCHAFER: I'd beglad to do that. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL
Document #10, New Frontiers Launch Services I nformation Summary]

QUESTION: With regard to distribution of samples, there'salimit of 25 percent to go to the
science team, and 30 percent to go to foreign investigators. If you have foreign investigators on
your science team, out of which pot do they get their sample?

DR. MORGAN: Thefirst thing we need to do is clearly constrain the question. Y ou've giving usa
"what-if", and the what-if that we have as part of this deal, we have aforeign contribution to the
program, and foreign investigators, and they want afraction of -- they are requesting as part of that,
that we agree to return afraction of that material to the host country, or the country that's providing
the contribution. Isthat correct?

QUESTION: Yes.



DR. MORGAN: All right. So Step Oneisthat you have proposed this. Your mission has been
accepted, and Code | has negotiated adeal and agreed with you. Thisis the approximate amount
that it represents the size of the foreign contribution. So that given, that means that after it's been
returned to the loading dock of Building 31 at JSC, that at some point in time that some agreed upon
fraction will go to the host country, to the foreign country that provided the support. That'sin the
AO. All right. Your next question is your foreign Co-1s, which part of the sample would they have
accessto. And | think that would depend on what Code | negotiates. Whereis Carl? Areyou
familiar with that section of the AO?

DR. ALLEN: I'mfamiliar with what it says, but | think the question, the Pl basically has alot of
discretion over a quarter of the sample.

DR. MORGAN: Yes, on his science team.

QUESTION: Wédll, let me ask it thisway. If the Pl takes his quarter and distributesit to all his
domestic co-investigators, can his foreign co-investigators still get a sample out of that other 30
percent?

DR. MORGAN: | think we're going to have to take this under advisement.

DR. ALLEN: | agree. I'd like this submitted as a written question so that we can work, and not
make a statement like thison the fly. I'm just not willing to do that at this point.

QUESTION: Mr. Figueroa mentioned the importance of past performance. And in your outline of
thetotal cot, technical cost and management, | didn't really see, unlessit'sin the feasibility portion,
how is past performance going to be worked into the evaluation criteria?

MR. PERRY: It'sone of many considerations that we make when we're doing the TMC review.
We have been moving towards doing more of this for some time, but in essence, as Mr. Figueroa
talked earlier today, we're going to belooking at the teamsinvolved, the integrated team for giving a
proposal, and the past performance record is just part of what we look at. It's one of many pieces,
and it'sdone in amanner that considers big pluses, aswell asthe lack thereof. We will look at what
the total previous performance has been. Does that answer?

QUESTION: | guesswhen | listened to Dr. Figueroa, it sounded like he was more talking about
past performance with regards to cost cap. And what you're giving me is more of an answer --

MR. PERRY: It includes cost.

QUESTION: Y ou mentioned this Project Management Data Plan or whatever that was. That
doesn't haveto be in thisfirst proposal in detail. Right?

MR. KNOPF:. There'ssome leve of detail that needsto beinit. It'scalledoutinthe AO, | believe,
so aslong as you follow the letter of the AO, therelll be information in there asfar aswhat is

necessary.



QUESTION: Therewas ahost of questions this morning about the issue of dual compatibility, and
answersthat were given which we would like to be clarified relative to what is written in the AO.
Inthe AO atachment - | forgot the exact title of the attachment, but there is an attachment that talks

about launch services. And in this attachment there is a set of statements about dual compatibility.

Could you clarify what that means?

MS. PONIATOWSKI: Yes. Theintent of the dual compatibility is one that we're in aunique
placein the ELV world, where the vehicles have been designed to enable flight on either system.
We've never had a capability in this market class or in this performance class that had more than
one supplier. And so, asthe Administration's perspective, so it'snot just aNASA policy, it'san
Administration activity, we've been looking to maximize dua compatibility. What that meansis,
right now today, | understand how an AtlasV 51 and aDeltalV heavy, or an AtlasV heavy, that
thereis a perceived price difference between those two. The place we're at today is| can give
my customer Code S, no assurance that both capabilities will be available or viable when we get
into the out years of when this mission is planned for flight. And so our intent has been to have
the customers in the payloads assured that they can fly on either system. Our processis such that
once amission is actually down selected into Phase B, we then go off with a competitive task
order to both vendors, assuming both vendors are there. So in looking at the words, the intent
had been what we'll likely do is put out an amendment | think, iswhat | talked to Mr. Perry about
- wasto make it clear that what we're looking for is that you're going to need to be dual
compatible. Now if Mr. Figueroa wants to entertain an ability to have an alternate proposal, or a
risk assessment of what it takes to do a particular system, you can do so, but you are going to
need to understand that whatever is selected at Phase B is going to be competitively awarded, or
competed. And o if you want to do a point solution, that's arisk the program will be taking,
because we will not assure either system to be available, so the only way to mitigate that isto
define a spacecraft that can fly on either system. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See
NFPL Document #10, New Frontiers Launch Services I nformation Summary]

QUESTION: Soif I read the current AQ, it saysthat the assumption of a specific intermediate class
launch vehicle configuration as part of the AO proposal will not guarantee the proposed launch
vehicle configuration will be selected for award.

MS. PONIATOWSKI: Correct. [New I nformation Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document
#10, New Frontiers Launch Services Information Summary]

QUESTION: Unlessthereisafirm rationale to consider only one source. This rationale should be
clearly explained in the proposal. If we submit aproposal including such arationale, would that be
considered from our --?

MS. PONIATOWSKI: Yes. What we're going to look to do isin the third paragraph where it says,
"Proposers should seek to be dual compatible with both vehicle families.” We're going to issue a
correction that proposers should be dual compatible with both vehicle families. So from our
perspective, what we're going to look for is that you enable your proposal, your primary proposal
needs to identify that you can be compatible with both, and what it takes. If there's some
compelling rationale you want to be considered that says why you can only have one vehicle, you
can present that and provide the rationale, with no assurance that we'll be able to buy that. Right



now from my vantage point, there's no performance of technical discriminator that either system to
grant adifferent configuration with different prices, but price is not the discriminator from a
technical perspective. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10,
New Frontiers Launch Services I nformation Summaryj]

QUESTION: But inthe current data now, thereis a significant performance difference between
some of the launch vehicles that are listed in your intermediate launch vehicle class, significant
performance differences.

MS. PONIATOWSKI: Correct. What we're looking for is dual compatibility between vendors.
And it dso saysyou'reto look to find your minimum ELV-type configuration that meets your
requirements. So, i.e,, if an intermediate meets your requirements, you can identify it. You'rejust
going to bear the risk that if we then go and do a competition, and the smaller version of an ELV is
selected, that's what you're going to get. You're going to get whatever your requirement drives you
to. If you design to asingle point, design to a specific vehicle, our process will require usto go and
compete that. And that means you will be at risk, and we will give that counsel to Code S asthey
go through their selection, that that's arisk they will be taking. What we're looking for isa
compliant proposal, would require you to have a solution that is dual compatible against both
families. And included, you can add what we would desire to do is a single vehicle solution, and
here'swhy. But we need to see the dual compatibility, what the impacts of dual compatibility are,
again based on atechnical capability. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL
Document #10, New Frontiers Launch Services I nformation Summary]

QUESTION: So let mejust ask you one more time, just for my own edification. So if we submit a
proposal which includes alaunch capability of only one class, and with arationale why that classis
needed for the proposal --

MS. PONIATOWSKI: Yes, let mebeclear. Theissueisnot class, it's multiple vendors. Y ou need
to have compatibility, so if you've got compatibility within a class, that's what we're looking for. 1f
you're intermediate class, aslong as you can fly on what qualifies as an intermediate in either
vehicle, that'sfine. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New
Frontiers Launch Services I nformation Summaryj]

QUESTION: Okay. So I'm getting more confused. In the intermediate class, there are two types of
launch vehicles. Oneis Delta, oneisAtlas.

MS. PONIATOWSKI: Correct. [New I nformation Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document
#10, New Frontiers Launch Services Information Summary]

QUESTION: If we submit aproposal in which we provide arationale in which one of the two types
of launch vehiclesis recommended, would that be considered compliant?

MR. FIGUEROA: | don't think we would have enough information to declare the proposal not
compliant. It wouldn't befair, but it needs to be part of the risk assessment based on the information
you provide. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New
Frontiers Launch Services I nformation Summaryj]



MS. PONIATOWSKI: Y ou need to identify your ability to retain dual compatibility, so what I'm
understanding the issue is, it's not where there's an equal capability. It'san AtlasV 51, and then
moving to the next capability, because Atlas VV 51 has more performance than the smallest of a
Delta capability. What you need to understand is you can propose to that, but you're going to need
to be able to be compatible with the next class, with the Delta |V heavy, if that's your compatible
vehicle. We need you to be compatible with both vehicle families. [New Information Available
as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New Frontiers Launch Services | nformation
Summary]

CLARIFICATION: The other point of clarificationis, Ms. Poniatowski was talking about the third
paragraph in the document she was looking at. That'sthe ELV Launch Services document in the
Program Library, not the AO itself, where the third paragraph had the words as she read. [New

I nformation Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New Frontiers Launch Services
I nformation Summaryj]

QUESTION: Okay. | want to ask about a specific example. Suppose | have a spacecraft which
needs to launch off of amedium, but requires the performance of the Atlas. And | can make my
spacecraft compatible with either an Atlas or a Delta, that's no problem. But since the only Delta
that has the performance | need isthe heavy, do | need to carry the cost of the heavy in the proposd,
or can | identify that my single solution isthe Atlas, and that would be a future lien, perhaps, against
the misson?

MS. PONIATOWSKI: What we do iswhen | give him budget estimates, if you're in the
intermediate, we give them the largest profile that goes with the largest vehicle. And so | would
suggest how you would propose it from a cost standpoint, you can identify that it's the intermediate
classdollars, and you understand that since you're targeting the V 51, part of your proposal includes
the cost lien, that you've got the money available that should the other vehicle be selected, you've
got that covered. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New
Frontiers Launch Services I nformation Summaryj]

QUESTION: Soyou're saying | have to include the cost of the heavy?

MS. PONIATOWSKI: Yes, my reason is this; the market has gotten so volatile, there is absolutely
no assurance that in this performance class, both vehicles will be there. So | appreciate the
frustration it hasfor you al, I have the same with our aternative access to station cargo devel opers.
They've got the exact same information. They're fighting the exact same battle. My problemis,
we're at aplace where | can't let people believe there will be for sure two different vehiclesin this
range. | believe in the end by the time we get to "09 and 2010, unless there's asignificant changein
the market, that there will only be one viable provider. [New Information Available as of
12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New Frontiers Launch Services I nformation Summary]

MR. FIGUEROA: | think the problem, where you guys are coming from isthat the lien isan
enormous number. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New
Frontiers Launch Services I nformation Summary]
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QUESTION: Yes.

MR. FIGUEROA: And inthe cost cap environment that becomes a huge driver. [New
I nformation Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New Frontiers Launch
Services Information Summary]

MS. PONIATOWSKI: | understand. Right.
MR. FIGUEROA: So | don't know what we can tell them to make them fedl any better.
QUESTION: Wéll, can you provide some relief?

MR. FIGUEROA: | don't know the answer to that at this point. That's something we're going to
have to talk about, given the environment werein. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03;
See NFPL Document #10, New Frontiers Launch Services Information Summary]

MS. PONIATOWSKI: | didn't think the answer was going to be on that anyone wanted to hear.

But again, what we're trying to do iswe're trying to do a balance, you know, from arisk standpoint -
what isit that we can believe can be out there so you design in payloads that are going to have an
ability to get accessto space? And | can't assume that both providers will be there, so that is going
torequire - and | agree, thereisacost differential. | can also tell you, again thisisfacts - these are
not to exceed based on today's assumptions. | can't assume that these prices may not, indeed, go up.
And that'swhy we're trying to look at it from a discriminator standpoint of how you want to identify
it. [New Information Available asof 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New FrontiersLaunch
Services Information Summary]

MR. FIGUEROA: | think I need to go back and revisit how we're going to deal with thiswhole
issue, because it is -- the price difference, $100 million, can make or break your mission. All right.
So we need to come up with clearer guidance on how we're going to deal with that. [New
Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New Frontiers Launch
Services I nformation Summary]

QUESTION: Maybeit would help if you could define what you mean by "compatible’. To givean
example, let's say your point design uses the highest capability launch vehicle within a given class,
and you have a certain launch margin on that vehicle. But if you were to use aless capable launch
vehicle within the same class and the same cost, but had a much more degraded launch margin,
would that be considered compatible?

MS. PONIATOWSKI: Again, the solution we're looking for is, how does Code S meke a
determination of overall best science, best mission risk? What we're trying to balanceis, do you
have viable proposals that can be met on Family A or Family B? That'swhat dual compatibleis. It
means that if one system goes down, there's an ability to fly on another, maybe a different class of
configuration, but on the other system. So if Atlas disappears tomorrow, that the program and the
mission can still be viable, because there is another solution, or vice versa. That'swhat the intent of
dual compatibleis. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New
Frontiers Launch Services I nformation Summaryj]
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MR. FIGUEROA: Do not interpret the fact that she used Atlas as an exampleasa --

MS. PONIATOWSKI: | could change the namesif the configurations were different. And that's
not across the Atlas family. They tend to have at any configuration, the way the vehicle is designed
has that performance edge. There'sno fuzz onit. It takesthem, they can give you more before they
need to move to aheavy configuration. That's an engineering issue, not apolicy. And the only
reason | used that example, isthe other isn't theissue. If you'reat aDeltalV heavy, you're not
looking to go down. But that isatrue statement, if you're at aDeltalV heavy, and Atlas goes away,
then you've got to - or | should take that back. You're at aDéeltalV heavy, and Delta goes away,
you need to be compatible with what an Atlas V heavy would give you, so it works really both
ways. [New Information Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New Frontiers
Launch Services Information Summary]

MR. FIGUEROA: Isit clear asmud? Y ou know separately, there's an issue of what I'm going to
call technical compatibility; which is between the two classes of families - not families, vendors.

MS. PONIATOWSKI: Vendors.

MR. FIGUEROA: Vendor providers. And then thereisan issuethat | already took an action on, on
how are we going to deal with the potential difference in cost, in having to go to one or the other.
Are we clear on both or not? [New I nformation Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document
#10, New Frontiers Launch Services I nformation Summary]

QUESTION: | think everybody understands the technical implications, but it wasjust how we were
going to deal with cost that's still an open issue.

MR. FIGUEROA: So we are within days of posting them. However we decide to deal with this
issue of cost difference, we'll make certain that the answer isfully compatible. [New I nformation
Available as of 12/5/03; See NFPL Document #10, New Frontiers Launch Services

I nformation Summary]

MR. FIGUEROA: By theway, folks, so that you're clear, our job isto enable science. | mean, we
don't want to penalize you as a community with the kinds of issueswe're dealing with, so | will take
those darned serioudly. | can assure you of that. It'sjust avery difficult and uncertain environment

we arein, that | wish was different, but it iswhat it is.

QUESTION: Thisquestionisin regard to the naming of the program manager in this phase of the
procurement. Earlier AOs had that requirement, and then it was dropped because of the difficulty
getting people to either commit who might not currently be working at the Pl ingtitution. And,
therefore, it was allowed to just put in the qualifications that the Pl would require in a program
manager. This AO goes back to the old way of saying you want the name of the program manager
now. Can you either giverationale, or are you willing to accept a description of what the program
manager's expertise and capabilities should be? Can we at least talk and discuss that?

DR. MORGAN: | don't think we're willing to retreat from the AO as it stands now on that.
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Dr. Morgan and Mr. Perry at thistime read the written Questions and Answers that were available
as of the PPC date. The current version of the written Questions and Answersis available viathe
New Frontiers Program Acquisition Home Page.

QUESTION: Carl Allen noted this morning the Sample Return Missions are a little different
because much of the work begins when the sample returns. And | assume it is reasonable to budget
that time, even though the space part of the mission has ended; that is, years after the samples come
back, there's still work to be done by the science team in integrating the data.

DR. MORGAN: Wéll, the normal approach isto do a data analysis program.

QUESTION: But there's a science team in place that will have done preliminary analyses and so
on.

DR. ALLEN: The onething that we wrote in here was that the mission was to have a budget line
covering curatoria activities for two years after the return of the sample. That was the only
requirement that we put in place at this point. The requirements for a Data Analysis Program for
participating scientists, et cetera, are outside the realm of curation. But we, infact, did writeinthere
that there had to be something, part of a mission budget that extended for two years after the actual
return to earth of the spacecraft.
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